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ABSTRACT
Do demographic factors play a role in the choice of supply chain risk management practices by
supply chain professionals? Are there stronger relationships between certain demographic
factors and supply chain risk management practices? Most supply chains today cuts across
multiple countries, cultures, languages, income levels, and industries just to name a few. This
means there are differences in supply chain risk management behaviors or attitudes. Is there a
way to understand some of these differences better and will the management of global supply
chains benefit from this knowledge?
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1 INTRODUCTION
The objective of this thesis is to look at two types of supply chain risk management practices
and the impact of demographic factors on the choice among supply chain professionals globally.
The two supply chain risk management practices that this research looks at are namely:
- Companies having a risk manager or group
- Companies working with their suppliers to manage supply chain risk management
Supply chain management has many opportunities and challenges which can affect a
company's performance. Attitudes towards global supply chain risks may depend on
demographic factors such as population, age, gender and so on. Risk being one of many
potentially damaging issues to organizations, long-term sustainability needs to be managed well
in order to ensure continuity.
Demographic factors may play an important role in determining how risks that affect global
supply chains are perceived and managed. An understanding of demographic factors will
contribute to or prevent the disruptions of supply chains.
2 LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Risk Management
Risk management is a systematic process of identifying and managing potential
disruptions within operations (McNamara, 2010). The field of risk management originated from
insurance management in the mid 1970s (Heil, 2010). As opposed to insurance management, risk
management has a wider focus which involves activities and responsibilities not only on
financial matters, but also on the quality of products being offered to customers and the quality
of the work environment offered to employees (Heil, 2010). Risk management is associated not
only with natural disasters that might affect organizations, but also with issues related to product
liability, employment practices, environmental degradation, currency fluctuations and the likes.
In the 1980s and 1990s, risk management became one of the critical components of
organizations. Traditionally, risk managers were concerned with buying insurance to ensure that
their organizations were prepared to handle risk occurrences and could also file claims for
damages, among other things. However, in recent years, risk management has evolved from
simply acquiring insurance to encompass the overall handling of management decisions to
ensure that the company can mitigate risks associated with their operations. This considers
planning for possible threats that the company could face in terms of overall operations and
developing solutions or contingency plans in order to combat these risks (McNamara, 2010).
There are three general options in choosing risk managers. First, it can be insurance agents who
provide assessment services, insurance advice, and solutions to their clients. Second, it can be
paid employees of the organization who manage financial risks for the company. Third, it can be
independent consultants who provide risk management services and advice for strategic planning
for a certain fee (Heil, 2010). More specifically, some of these risk managers earn commissions
on insurance policies acquired by companies. In order to choose the appropriate risk manager for
companies, it is essential to consider the company's size, goals, as well as resources (Heil, 2010).
The Risk and Insurance Management Society (RIMS) is a non-profit organization with
the mission of improving the practices of organizations on risk management. It was founded in
1950 and involved more than 3,500 industrial, services, non-profit, charitable and governmental
entities. The organization aims to serve more than 10,000 risk management professionals by
providing timely and innovative information, education, networking, and advocacy on risk
management practices. It also aims to promote the improvement of risk management through
recruiting new and diverse members who can encourage strong and engaged chapters for the
development of the field. RIMS also supports the integration of risk management within each
organization to improve on all aspects of the business. RIMS holds different workshops for its
members in order to train them on current methods and procedures in the industry. The most
recent workshop involved training for the risk maturity model, which can create a roadmap for a
risk management program to cope with today's challenges (Risk Maturity Model, 2010).
In 2009, a survey conducted by Tortorici of The Conference Board showed that about 82% of
US companies are engaged in risk management initiatives (Tortorici, 2009). Over the years,
more and more companies have prioritized strategic programs for the long run success of the
organization. These organizations tend to be more focused on planning strategies to mitigate
possible risks that the organization is exposed to (Heil, 2010). Moreover, this has evolved into
more focused risk management strategies such as supply chain risk management.
2.2 Supply Chain Risk Management
One of the most common branches of risk management today is supply chain risk
management (SCRM) (Heil, 2010). SCRM is defined as a discipline of risk management
concerned with identifying and managing potential failures which might affect manufacturing
processes of organizations. This could further impact the commercial and financial aspect of the
organization (Vanany, Zailani, & Pujawan, 2009) and aims to protect organizations from such
risks to ensure operational stability (Heil, 2010). Over the years, studies in SCRM have crossed
various industries ranging from electronics to aerospace to the chemical industry as well as to the
food industry. Typically, SCRM is focused on industries which have inherent risks within their.
operations, be it for their workers and employees or for their customers (Vanany, Zailani, &
Pujawan, 2009).
Kiser and Cantrell (2006) developed the six steps to implement SCRM within
organizations. According to Kiser and Cantrell, risks can be classified as either external or
internal. External risks are driven by upstream or downstream events in the supply chain. This
includes demand risks, such as the unpredictability of customer demand, and supply risks, such
as delays and issues with the delivery and flow of products within the supply chain.
Environmental risks include uncontrollable factors associated with natural disasters, which are
outside the supply chain. Business risks are associated with the financial or management stability
of the supply chain, and physical risks have to do with the company's facilities and the condition
of the materials from suppliers (Kiser & Cantrell, 2006). Internal risks, on the other hand,
include manufacturing risks, which have to do with disturbances in internal manufacturing
operations and flow of materials. Internal business risks are tied to changes in management,
traditional practices, and business structures. Planning and control risks have to do with
assessment and planning of internal operations and procedures. Last but not least, ineffective
management and mitigation and contingency risks have to do with the lack of plans in case
problems occur within supply chain operations (Kiser & Cantrell, 2006).
Kiser and Cantrell (2006) and Martin Cristopher (2005) presented the six steps to
managing risks in supply chains. According to Jan Husdal (2009), the strategies of Kiser and
Cantrell and Martin Cristopher are the same in treating supply chain risks. The first step involves
profiling the supplier base through ensuring that the organization has strategically chosen their
suppliers. This ensures that the suppliers of the organizations are capable of providing quality
materials at the time it is needed by the organization. The second step is to assess the
vulnerability of supply chains. The organization must assess possible failures that might happen
to the organization such that they are able to develop contingency plans. The third step is to
evaluate the implications of these risks. This may involve simulation runs in determining what
will happen to the organization if failure arises. The fourth step involves the mitigation and
planning of the organization to achieve set goals and targets. In this step, the organization should
be able to identify means as to how operations will be back to normal after an incident. The fifth
step looks at the cost and benefits of these contingency plans. In this step, the best approach to
solving the risk issue should be identified. Lastly, the sixth step is the implementation of the
chosen approach. Apart from implementation= it is critical in this step to measure the
effectiveness of the implemented solution (Kiser & Cantrell, 2006; Cristopher, 2005).
Supply chain risk managers are responsible for ensuring that the organization is able to
effectively handle threats to its continuous operations. They are the ones responsible for
practicing the six steps to managing risks within supply chains. These supply chain risk
managers' responsibilities are cross-functional in the sense that they consider the different
aspects involved in supply chain operations. This could involve finance, manufacturing,
suppliers, as well as customers. Supply chain risk managers seek to ensure that these functions
are one in sync in achieving the goals of the company through ensuring that contingency plans
are ready and that these plans are effective in mitigating the threats within supply chains
(Dittman, Slone, & Mentzer, 2010).
There are a number of supply chain management professional organizations. These
organizations aim to improve the skills and knowledge of supply chain professionals through
educational and networking activities. Some of these organizations include the Institute for
Supply Management (ISM), the Supply Chain Council (SCC) and the Council of Supply Chain
Professionals (CSCMP). The Institute for Supply Management is considered the largest supply
chain management association in the world. It was founded in 1915. This non-profit organization
aims to lead supply chain management professionals in gaining standards for excellence,
research, promotional activities, and education. The organization is made up of more than 40,000
supply management professionals who are engaged in ensuring a smooth flow within supply
chain operations. Moreover, this organization seeks to improve on the knowledge and skills of
professionals in order to practice continuous improvement within operation systems (About ISM,
2010). The Supply Chain Council is also another non-profit organization which focuses on
helping members make dramatic and rapid improvements to cope with the challenges in supply
chain processes. SCC has developed frameworks, benchmarking, training, certification, research
and networking in order to improve the skills and knowledge of its members (Supply Chain
Council, 2010). The Council of Supply Chain Professionals, on the other hand, is geared towards
disseminating supply chain knowledge and research to professionals in order to develop and
advance their practices. This organization provides a venue for supply chain professionals to
share and gain from each others' experiences. Through these non-profit organizations, supply
chain professionals enhance their skills in addressing supply chain risks present not only in day-
to-day operations of their systems but also for the long term success of their businesses (CSCMP
Mission & Goals, 2010).
In 2006, Bosman identified globalization as one of the risks that supply chains have to
face. However, globalization could also be the solution to these risks (Bosman, 2006). Although
this is counterintuitive, Bosman emphasized that while globalization has exposed organizations
to stiffer competitions; it has also provided access to safer locations and to searches for better
suppliers which might help improve their operations. Dittman, Slone and Mentzer (2010) have
stated the need to measure supply chain risks. Supply chains are the life blood of organizations.
Disruptions in supply chains accounts for more than 40% decline in share price of the
organization (Dittman, Slone, & Mentzer, 2010). Therefore, it is essential to understand the
performance of supply chains such that they are free from threats which might hinder a smooth-
flow within the system.
2.3 Collaborative Planning, Forecasting and Replenishment
The concept of Collaborative Planning, Forecasting, and Replenishment (CPFR) supports
the idea of supply chain integration, which seeks to have cooperation in managing inventory
throughout the supply chain. The CPFR concept seeks to encourage the sharing of information
among suppliers within the supply chain to ensure that customer demands are satisfied with
minimal costs across the supply chain. This leads to collaboration between entities within the
supply chain to support each other in order to serve customer demands efficiently. Efficiency is
defined as the decrease of costs in terms of merchandising, inventory, logistics and transportation
across the various entities within the chain (Haag, Cummings, McCubbrey, Pinsonneault, &
Donovan, 2006).
In line with risk management, CPFR allows parties involved to share their facilities as
well as their processes in order to ensure that quality is met. This promotes visibility amongst the
different entities involved within the supply chain. Thus, all the entities are aware of possible
risks, and contingency plans could be developed for the interest of all the entities. As compared
to practicing risk management in individual organizations, CPFR prevents the creation of
solutions which might have a negative effect on other entities within the supply chain. This
allows for a collaborative process to work towards the common goal of, for instance, providing
quality products to customers. Therefore, the sustainability of every entity within the supply
chain is ensured (Haag, Cummings, McCubbrey, Pinsonneault, & Donovan, 2006).
In addition, this concept encourages benchmarking between organizations. Balanced scorecards
are one way to ensure that organizations are performing competitively by determining
performance metrics for organizations. This identifies prioritized aspects of the organization,
develops performance measures in order to evaluate their activities, and provides warnings and
guidelines for possible risks that the organization would encounter. A decrease in these
performance measures would imply the need to identify possible risks that the organization
would face. For supply chain systems, it is critical to have common performance measures across
the chain in order to ensure that consistent quality of service and products are provided to
customers.
2.4 Summary of Literature Review
In summary, supply chains have become increasingly global and complex, which
presents greater challenges and risks. With the ever-changing demand of the customers and the
rise of stiffer competition, it has been more difficult to sustain stability within organizations.
Thus, risk management has been developed to capture the threats associated within the different
aspects of the organization's operations. In this literature review, the basic principles of risk
management and, in particular, supply chain risk management have been presented. Through the
literature review, it was emphasized how risk management is critical in every operation to ensure
that organizations are prepared to face possible failure which might disrupt the flow within their
operations. The literature review also mentions how it is critical to have contingency plans which
would prove to be beneficial for the organization by ensuring that normal operations are
sustained.
In addition, the literature review also considered the idea of Collaborative Planning,
Forecasting, and Replenishment within supply chains to manage risks. This concept provides
integration across the different entities involved within the supply chain in order to ensure that
risks are handled across the chain without negatively affecting one of the entities in the chain.
3 METHODOLOGY
3.1 Research Strategy
The research strategy for this thesis was to work on the MIT Global SCALE Risk Initiative
project team to conduct an important study of Supply Chain Risk Management. The project
conducted a global survey of people's experiences and attitudes toward supply chain risks and
risk management. The plan was to collect data in six different regions of the world. The goal of
the project is to understand if regional and cultural differences affect how people think about and
manage supply chain risks. Figure 1 below shows the two main types of questions on the survey.
Figure 1. Summary of Survey Variables
-,I MIT GLOBAI
Two types of Questions SCALE NETWORK
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES DEPENDENT VARIABLES
Opinions
- prevention v. response
- planning v. doing
- central v. local
- alignment of suppliers' attitudes
- most Important risks
- most Important disruptions
Risk Mgt Practices
- effectiveness of risk mgt
- role of risk mgr (or BC mgr)
- risk mgt programs
- Involvement of suppliers
- involvement of customers
- engagement with law enforce.
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The survey response provided me with broad data (primary). In addition to working on
the project team to review the entire survey data, I can focus on the portion of the data that
pertains to demographic factors and supply chain risk management practices.
3.2 Survey Plan and Design
As part of the MIT Global SCALE Risk Initiative, teams were set up to cover most regions of the
world. Teams met or had conference calls at least once a week to discuss the set up and design
process of the global supply chain risk survey. The survey was designed by the MIT CTL
(Center for Transportation and Logistics) staff and managed at MIT in Cambridge, MA by Dr.
Bruce Arntzen, who is in charge of the overall project. The rest of the team also had input in the
design of the survey, especially the various updates that needed to be made.
The design of the survey took into consideration how much detailed information we
wanted to collect from respondents and how much time we estimated the survey would take.
The design also took into consideration how many choices of answers some of the questions had
so as to decide, for instance, whether to use checkbox options or drop down menus. For
example, questions about countries had response options in drop down menus in order to
accommodate the relatively large number of countries in the world. We also had to ensure that
the survey was designed in such a way that it was easy to distribute electronically without any
major issues.
After the design of the survey was complete, instances of it were set up to allow global
project teams review it. As the survey was intended to reach people and organizations globally,
it was crucial to have the survey in as many major languages as possible. Regional teams were
therefore responsible for translating the survey into respective country or regional languages.
Thus the first major task of the various global teams was to have the survey in the language(s) of
their respective region(s). For example the South American team translated the survey into
Spanish and Portuguese. All teams were to ensure that the wording of the survey was clear for
their respective regions. However the meaning and wording of all questions had to be identical
for all regions. Once teams were happy with the survey design and the translated versions, the
survey was moved to a secure account on Survey Monkey (a web based tool that enables users
create their own web based surveys) and released electronically to allow for respondents to take
it. Sections of the survey pertaining to supply chain risk management practices and demographic
factors can be found in the Appendix.
3.2.1 Survey Audience
The intended audience for the survey was supply chain, finance, and business
professionals from many different countries, cultures, and industries. However, we wanted to
get more responses from people in manufacturing, retailing, and distribution companies since
they will tend to be more involved in supply chain issues or have experience in the industry. The
survey was first sent to a list of organizations and journals in the supply chain industry. We
asked these organizations to distribute the surveys to their respective members and sponsor
companies. Each global team then took it upon themselves to get the surveys out to as many
supply chain related companies as many as possible.
3.2.2 Survey Data Handling Requirement(s)
MIT's Institutional Review board for surveys is called: COUHES (Committee on Use of
Human Experimental Subjects), and they require that lead investigators and anyone handling
survey data be trained in the University of Miami CITI (Collaborative Institutional Training
Initiative) program. The CITI Program is a subscription service providing research ethics
education to all members of the research community (University of Miami CITI Program -
background information, n.d.). To participate fully, learners must be affiliated with a CITI
participating organization. A score of 90% or better must be achieved on the "Social &
Behavioral Research Investigators, Basic Course" module before one can pass and be officially
allowed to see and handle the survey data. The course provides an understanding of the
background and historical context of doing research, surveys, etc. using human subjects.
3.2.3 Survey Data Analysis
Figure 2 below shows the number of people who visited the survey site and the
approximate number of people who completed the survey. It also summarizes the estimated
representation of the survey responses from different regions in the world:
Figure 2. Global Survey Responses
__ MIT GLOBAL
Global Survey SCALE NETWORK
- A total of 2434 people visited the survey.
-1461 people from over 70countries have completed the survey.
- Significant responses (10+) from 15 countries shown below.
- Mixture of "Supplier countries" and "Consumer countries."
~ UK 21
SPA 11
AN2 NDR 12
GER 12CHI 5 USA 466 SWI 129
I 65 o ITA 74
MEX 37
BRZ 58
COL17 SAF 1
Dr. Bruce Arntzen, MIT CTL 03-01-2010 3
The survey data analysis involved the following steps:
1. Data Cleaning - the survey responses were downloaded into Excel format for easier
manipulation. The various survey databases were then aggregated by combining them
into one large database. The rationale behind this was to facilitate analysis. The next step
was to get rid of spurious, flippant and not-serious responses, flagging them and adding
explanation when necessary. This addressed the question of what responses were valid
and which ones were not. Responses in certain areas of the survey that were in the form
of "comments" or choice selection such as "other" were reclassified by adding them to an
20
.......   ... 
............   .... .....  .... 
existing category and flagging the respective record as a recode. Other responses were
reclassified and converted to scalar, ordinal, or nominal variables so as to make it easy to
do analysis in Excel or statistical applications such as SPSS.
The next data cleaning step was separating groups into populations of interest.
For instance companies of interest (with a supply chain) were grouped under
manufacturing, retail, distribution, etc. Professions of interest were also grouped. For
instance, risk managers and business continuity managers represented another group of
interest.
2. Frequency Distribution of Choices - bar charts and graphs were put together for each
region.
3. Group Comparison - this was done by comparing the frequency distribution of choices
for selected questions.
4. Bivariate and Multivariate Analysis - this looks at all independent variables (e.g. age,
gender, etc.) versus dependent variables (e.g. risk management practices, response or
prevention, etc.).
4 Results and Findings
4.1 Firms having a risk manager or group
4.1.1 Methods
A large number of variables plausibly impact whether or not a firm has a risk manager or
group. This section describes both bivariate and multivariate relationships between different
demographic characteristics and the presence of a risk manager. For the dependent variable,
respondents were asked whether they had a risk manager or group at their company. The
original data from Survey Monkey recorded as 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 were re-coded 0 = "No"; 1 =
"Yes, but it is not very effective"; 2 = "Yes, and it is effective"; 44 = "Don't Know"; and 55 =
"Not Applicable." This was done to arrange the first three answers as ordinal choices whose
value increased as the level of risk management increases. "Don't Know" (DK) and "N/A" were
assigned obviously large numbers to remind the researchers that they are not part of the ordinal
sequence. Thus renumbered, each variable represents an ordering of risk management strategies
from none, to ineffective ones, to effective ones. Although the categories are ordered to some
extent, initial analysis suggested that the statistical models should treat the dependent variables
as consisting of discrete categories. Nonetheless, although the average response across a
population is then difficult to interpret, it still produces a good first idea of the central tendency
of the responses. Once a trend or interesting pattern is spotted, logit analysis was used to
determine its significance.
4.1.2 Bivariate Analysis
Country Where Respondent Grew Up
Figure 3 and Table 1 summarize the relationship between country of origin and responses
to the risk management question for countries with at least 20 respondents. Figure 4a displays the
average responses by country, with higher numbers corresponding to more effective risk
managers (Don't Know and N/A responses removed). Individuals originally from South Africa,
Germany, and Switzerland are most likely to answer that they have an effective system. In each
of these three cases the average scores approach or are above 1.0. South Africa is highest with
an average of 1.21. Those who score lowest are individuals of Italian (average=.67) or Mexican
(average=.70) origin. In all of the countries listed, the averages are closer to the low end of the
scale than the higher end. That is, it is more likely for respondents from each country to have no
system or an ineffective one than to be satisfied with an existing risk manager. Overall the
higher responses for Germany and South Africa may be significant. We will compare in the next
section "Country Respondents Work in Now".
Figure 3. Risk Manager or Group: Country Where Respondent Grew Up
"Risk Mngr. or Group" by Country Where Respondent Grew Up
Colombia
Canada
United Kingdom
C Germany
0 Mexico
u
China
n
t Brazil
r Italy
India
e
S Switzerland
Spain
South Africa
United States
0.00 0.20 0.40 0.60 0.80 1.00 1.20 1.40
Average of Responses
Survey question: "We have a risk manager or group." The responses were scaled as: 0 = "No"; 1 = "Yes, but it is not
very effective"; and 2 = "Yes and it is effective."
Table 1 provides a more nuanced picture. Overall, the most common tendency was for
respondents to believe that they either had an effective risk manager or none at all, with the
"ineffective" and "not applicable"/"don't know" responses being chosen least often. The
countries of origin where this pattern did not obtain were South Africa, India, and Brazil.
Respondents of South African descent were more likely to have an ineffective manager than
.......................... .....
........ .... ......... ..... .. ...........  -- - ... ....  I   .... .........
none at all, while respondents of Indian or Brazilian origin were more likely to have an
ineffective manager than an effective one.
Table 1. Risk Manager or Group: Country Where Respondent Grew Up
We have a "Risk Manager or Group"
1= Yes but it 2 = Yes 44= 1
is not very and it is don't 55 = Average
Countries 0 = No effective effective know N/A TOTAL Response
United States 41% 15% 31% 10% 3% 100% 0.77
South Africa 21% 29% 46% 3% 1% 100% 1.21
Spain 50% 7% 38% 3% 3% 100% 0.83
Switzerland 31% 22% 35% 7% 6% 100% 0.91
India 39% 27% 24% 8% 2% 100% 0.74
Italy 49% 16% 25% 4% 5% 100% 0.67
Brazil 39% 34% 21% 4% 2% 100% 0.77
China 38% 26% 28% 6% 2% 100% 0.81
Mexico 54% 5% 32% 3% 5% 100% 0.70
Germany 36% 21% 42% 0% 0% 100% 1.06
United Kingdom 50% 10% 33% 0% 7% 100% 0.77
Canada 48% 14% 29% 10% 0% 100% 0.71
Colombia 30% 15% 35% 20% 0% 100% 0.85
Are any of the observed differences between countries of origin significant? A chi-
square test was significant (Q = 69.943, df-24, p<.001), meaning that response patterns did
indeed depend on the country of origin. To get a better idea as to where these differences lie, a
multinomial logit model was tested with country dummies, using the United States as the
baseline category. The baseline category for the dependent variable was no risk manager.
Comparing the intermediate category (ineffective risk manager) to the baseline (no manager), the
results were significant for five different countries: Brazil, India, South Africa, Spain, and
Switzerland. With the exception of Spain (odds=.409), the odds of choosing the ineffective
category are higher relative to the United States. For the portion of the model comparing an
effective risk manager to none at all, only one country emerges as significantly different from the
United States: South Africa. The odds that a South African native has attempted a successful
risk management system are 1.761 times greater relative to the United States.
Country Where Respondent Now Works
This is very similar to but less dramatic than "Country Where Respondent Grew Up".
Figure 4 stratifies responses according to present country (limited to countries with at least 20
subjects). Those who currently work in South Africa score highest with an average of 1.20.
Switzerland and India follow, with .91 and .90, respectively. Here Germany drops out of the
picture due to a lack of respondents (the survey was promoted among companies in Switzerland).
The averages again tend to fall on the low end of the scale, meaning individuals in general either
do not have any risk management system, or they tend to be dissatisfied with what they have.
A chi-square test was again significant (Q =70.168, df=22, p<.001), reflecting
differences in average responses between countries. A multinomial logit model was again tested.
Those who currently work in Brazil, India, and South Africa appeared more likely than those
who work in the United States to choose the "ineffective" category over the "no manager"
category. The odds were 2.397, 2.363, and 3.243, respectively. Spanish respondents were less
likely to do so (odds=0.347). These results are not much different from the previous section
looking at country of origin. Furthermore, South Africa is again the only country that is
Figure 4. Risk Manager or Group: Country Where Respondent Now Works
"Risk Mngr. or Group" by Country Where Respondent Now Works
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appreciably different from the United States in choosing the "effective" category over the
baseline (odds=2.682).
Language Spoken Growing Up
Language, as a proxy for culture, may also affect preferences for risk managers. Figure 5
and Table 2 stratify responses by the language respondents spoke while growing up. Once more,
the tendency for South Africa to establish risk mangers is evident, as the average score for
............. 
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. . . .
respondents who spoke Afrikaans in the youth is highest at 1.26. The next highest average score,
.94, comes from those who spoke German in their youth. The lowest averages came from native
French, Hindi/Urdu, and Italian speakers (.64). Overall, with the exception of South Africa, the
averages are closer to the "no manager" option than the "effective manager" option.
Table 2 displays frequencies for each risk manager category. It is again evident that, for most
respondents, having an ineffective risk manager was the least common option. The exceptions
were those who spoke Afrikaans in their youth, displaying a monotonic increase across the three
risk management options, and Hindu/Urdu and Portuguese speakers, who show a monotonic
decrease.
Figure 5. Risk Manager or Group: Language Spoken When Growing Up
"Risk Mngr. or Group" by Language Spoken When Growing Up
TOTAL
OTHER
L Spanish
a Portuguese
n
Italian
u Hindi/Urdu
a German
9 French
e
s English
Chinese (Mandarin)
Afrikaans
0.00 0.20 0.40 0.60 0.80 1.00 1.20 1.40
Average of Responses
Survey question: "We have a risk manager or group." The responses were scaled as: 0 = "No"; 1 = "Yes, but it is not
very effective"; and 2 = "Yes and it is effective."
... ..  .. .... ... ........... ... .. .....  . ................................ .. ............ 
Table 2. Risk Manager or Group: Language Spoken Growing Up
We have a "Risk Manager or Group"
1= Yes but it 2 = Yes 44=1
is not very and it is don't 55 = Average
Languages 0 = No effective effective know N/A TOTAL Response
Afrikaans 21% 29% 48% 2% 0% 100% 1.26
Chinese
(Mandarin) 40% 23% 30% 6% 2% 100% 0.83
English 39% 17% 33% 9% 2% 100% 0.83
French 48% 10% 29% 14% 0% 100% 0.67
German 33% 20% 37% 6% 4% 100% 0.94
Hindi/Urdu 43% 29% 19% 10% 0% 100% 0.67
Italian 51% 15% 26% 4% 4% 100% 0.67
Portuguese 39% 32% 21% 4% 4% 100% 0.75
Spanish 49% 8% 34% 6% 3% 100% 0.76
OTHER 38% 22% 27% 9% 4% 100% 0.76
TOTAL 40% 18% 32% 7% 3% 100% 0.82
A chi-square test again revealed significant differences between linguistic categories (X2
=48.665, df=18, p<.00l). A multinomial logit was therefore run again treating "no risk
manager" as the baseline category for the dependent variable. English was used as the baseline
for the language dummies included as predictors. The results, not surprisingly, are fully
consistent with the regional variables. Those who spoke Afrikaans in their youth were
significantly more likely than English speakers to chose both the "ineffective manager"
(odds=3.296) and "effective manager" (odds=2.785) options over "no manager." The only other
significant differences were for the "ineffective manager" category, with Portuguese speakers
more likely than English speakers to choose that option (odds=1.925) and Spanish speakers less
likely to do so (odds=.406).
Language Spoken at Work
Figure 6 breaks responses down by language spoken at work. Afrikaans is not typically
spoken as the primary work language, so it falls out of the table. As a consequence, German
speakers have the highest average score with .87, though this is not much higher than most other
languages. The lowest scoring languages are Italian (.63) and Portuguese (.71). Again, the
average tendency is to fall closer to the "no manager" end of the scale than the "effective
manager" end.
Figure 6. Risk Manager or Group: Language Spoken at Work
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Setting Respondent Grew Up In
Figure 7 summarize responses according to the setting - rural versus urban - in which an
individual grew up. Figure 8a shows a slightly greater tendency for those from rural setting to
answer that they had established some kind of risk manager. A very small number (20) of people
reported that that they grew up in a Farm setting. The average score for rural respondents was
.94. Otherwise, there was very little variability. Most categories had an average around .8.
Figure 7. Risk Manager or Group: Setting Where Respondent Grew Up
"Risk Mngr. or Group" by Setting Where Respondent Grew Up In
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Figure 8 explores responses by the current work setting. Given the focus of the study on
firms, there was only one respondent currently working on a farm (and this person answered
"don't know"). Those who work in a rural setting had the highest average response (.92), while
those working in small towns had the lowest (.79). The number of respondents who now work in
a Rural Setting is very small, and there were none at all in the case of a Farm setting. Overall,
however, there is not much variation visible between settings.
Figure 8. Risk Manager or Group: Setting Where Respondent Works Now
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Gender
Figure 9 report results by gender. Figure 7a shows that women tend to score somewhat
lower on average (.76) than men (.84). The differences appear in the graph to be large, but this is
due to the fact that the scale of the graph is much narrower than in previous figures. It is also
worth noting that there are substantially more men in the sample than women, so the men's
average is closer to the overall average of .83.
A chi-square test did not reveal significant differences in response patterns between
genders (Q2 = 1.346, df=2, p=.510). Multinomial logit model also failed to produce any
significant coefficients. Thus, men and women do not appear to differ significantly on their
responses to the risk manager question.
Figure 9. Risk Manager or Group: Gender
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Age
Figure 10 report results by age. Younger respondents tend to be less likely to report that
they have established a risk manger than others. The average response in the 20-29 age group
...  ..... ...... __ _ ..... .. .. . .... 
.. ........ ................ - ........ 
..... . ....
was .67. The highest score was .89 in the 50-59 bracket, and this number only reduces to .85 for
the oldest category.
To test for significant results, a chi-square statistic was again estimated after dropping the
two respondents from the highest age category (which may have skewed results). It did not
reveal significant differences between age groups (Q2 = 9.592, df=8, p=.295). Using the 60-69
year old category as the baseline for the predictor dummies, none of the coefficients were
significant. Thus, it does not appear that age has much of an effect on risk manager decisions.
Figure 10. Risk Manager or Group: Age
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Education
Figure 11 stratifies responses by education level. It shows average responses by degree.
Those who have a college degree score highest on the scale at .89, while those with a doctorate
score lowest at .75. Overall, responses tend to hover near the total average of .82.
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After dropping the single case with only a primary school education, a chi-square test did
not reveal significant differences (Q = 11.026, df==10, p=.356). A multinomial logit was also run
with doctoral recipients used as the baseline for the predictor dummies. None of the categories
were significantly different at the .05 level. Using a .10 cut-off, those with only a high school
diploma were significantly less likely than those with a Ph.D. to choose the "ineffective" option
relative to the "no manager" option (odds=.320). Otherwise, education is a poor predictor of risk
manager choices.
Figure 11. Risk Manager or Group: Education
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Field of Study
Figure 12 displays results by field of study. Here some minor differences emerge. The
generic "other" category has the highest average score at 1.06. Those with a background in
teaching score clearly lowest at .25, but there were only 8 respondents of teaching in the sample.
The remaining fields of study - business, engineering, sciences, and liberal arts - are closer to
the overall average.
.......... . ... -----------
Job Function
Figure 13 considers job functions. Not surprisingly, Figure 11 a shows that those whose
primary function is risk management score highest on the scale at 1.66. The lowest scoring
categories are Engineering and Purchasing, both at .73. The remaining categories are generally
close to the overall average.
Figure 12. Risk Manager or Group: Field of Study
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Figure 13. Risk Manager or Group: Job Function
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A chi-square was significant (X2 = 43.083, df=28, p=.034). A multinomial logit was then
run treating general management as the baseline category for the predictor dummies. There were
no significant coefficients for the "ineffective" category. The only coefficient significant at the
.05 level for the "effective" category was, not surprisingly, risk managers. Those whose primary
responsibility was for risk management were more likely than general managers to express
satisfaction with the system's effectiveness by a very large margin (odds= 11.550). Using .10 as
the cut-off, those from the "other" category were more likely to state that risk management was
effective (odds=1.725), as were those who were responsible for sourcing (odds=1.827).
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Job Level
Figure 14 report results by job level. It suggests that senior managers and vice presidents
are the most satisfied with their risk managers, with average scores of .93 and .91, respectively.
Least satisfied were presidents/CEOs, whose average score was .73.
Figure 14. Risk Manager or Group: Job Level
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A chi-square test was not significant (X2 = 15.994, df=10, p=.100), and a multinomial
logit model with President/CEO as the baseline for the dummy predictors did not produce any
results that were significant at the .05 level. At the .10, vice-presidents were more likely than
presidents/CEOs to choose the "effective" category (odds=1.894). Otherwise, job function is a
poor predictor of risk management responses.
Years in Company
Figure 15 summarizes results by the number of years a respondent has worked for a
company. It shows a good deal of variability across the categories. Those who have worked
. ................. ....... . . ....... ...... . ...... .. ... ........  .. .. ... ....... 
ot
between 11 and 15 years show the highest average responses at 1.03, while those with less than a
year show the lowest average responses at .58.
Figure 15. Risk Manager or Group: Years in Company
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A chi-square test was significant (X2 = 21.094, df=10, p=.020) despite the similarites,
suggesting that responses do vary by the number of years in a company. In a multinomial logit
model with "Over 20 years" as the baseline for the predictor dummies, none of the coefficients
were significant for the "ineffective" category. However, there were two coefficients that were
significant at the .05 level for the "effective" category. Those who have worked the shortest
amount of time were less likely than those who had worked the longest to see an effective risk
manager. The odds of choosing "effective" for the under 1 year category relative to the over 20
years category were .447, and the odds were .608 for the 1-3 years category. Thus, time with a
company does seem to influence answers.
.... ......  .. ......
Years in Industry
Figure 16 and Table 3 summarize responses by years in the industry. Figure 17a again
shows variability, with more experienced respondents scoring higher on average. The mean
response for somebody with over 20 years of experience is 1.00, while the average for somebody
with 1-3 years experience is .60.
Figure 16. Risk Manager or Group: Years in Industry
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"Yes, but it is not
Table 3, meanwhile, shows similar patterns across categories, with "ineffective" once
more the least popular choice.
. ....... . ....... - ....... .......................................... 
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Table 3. Risk Manager or Group: Years in Industry
We have a "Risk Manager or Group"
1 = Yes
but it is 44= 1
not very 2 = Yes and it don't 55= Average
Years in Industry 0 = No effective is effective know N/A TOTAL Response
under 1 year 46% 11% 29% 9% 6% 100% 0.69
1-3 years 47% 14% 23% 13% 3% 100% 0.60
4-10 years 38% 21% 29% 10% 3% 100% 0.79
11-15 years 41% 20% 31% 6% 2% 100% 0.81
16 - 20 years 39% 20% 32% 6% 3% 100% 0.85
over 20 years 37% 17% 41% 2% 3% 100% 1.00
TOTAL 40% 19% 32% 7% 3% 100% 0.82
A chi-square test was significant, (X2 = 21.742, df=10, p=.016), indicating that responses
vary by years in the industry. In a multinomial logit model with "over 20 years" as the baseline
for the predictor dummies, there were no significant coefficients for the "ineffective" category.
Results were significant at the .05 level, however, for three of the experience levels in the
"effective" category. The odds of somebody with less than one year in the industry choosing the
effective category relative to those with over 20 years experience was .431. The odds ratio for
somebody with 4-10 years was .678, and for somebody with 11-15 years it was .659. Clearly,
industry experience is related to risk manager responses.
Years injobfunction
Figure 17 display responses by years in job function. The patterns are somewhat less
clear for this variable compared to the last two, but there are differences. Those with 4-10 years
in their current job function scored that highest average, at .89. Those who scored lowest had
been in their current function for less than a year. These individuals had an average of .66.
Figure 17. Risk Manager or Group: Years in Job Function
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Industry Category
Figure 18 and Table 4 stratify by industry codes. Rather substantial variation exists in
average responses across categories. The industries that score highest are utilities, at 1.35, and
supply chain service providers, at 1.14. The industries that score lowest are rubber and plastics,
at .46, and fabricated metals, at .53. The large differences suggest that industry category plays
an important role in risk manager responses.
Table 4 shows the familiar pattern of fewer responses in the "ineffective" category.
Exceptions are the petroleum and fabricated metal industries, which show a monotonic decline
across categories, and the rubber and primary metal industries, which are equally likely to choose
"ineffective" and "effective" risk managers.
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Figure 18. Risk Manager or Group: Industry
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The chi-square test was significant (X2 = 56.208, df=28, p=.001), meaning there are
significant differences in how different sectors answer the risk manager question. A multinomial
logit was then run with the "utilities" category chosen as the baseline. There were no
coefficients that were significantly different for the "ineffective" category at the .05 level.
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Table 4. Risk Manager or Group: Industry
We have a "Risk Manager or Group"
1 = Yes
but it is 44 = I
not very 2 = Yes and it don't 55 = Average
Industry Category 0 = No effective is effective know N/A TOTAL Response
Food & kindred
products 33% 16% 40% 10% 1% 100% 0.96
Pharmaceuticals,
etc. 34% 18% 39% 6% 3% 100% 0.95
Paper & allied
products 36% 20% 44% 0% 0% 100% 1.08
Chemicals & allied
products 44% 14% 27% 10% 5% 100% 0.68
Petroleum refining
etc. 49% 26% 20% 6% 0% 100% 0.66
Rubber & misc.
plastics products 50% 15% 15% 15% 4% 100% 0.46
Primary metal
industries 29% 29% 29% 13% 0% 100% 0.87
Fabricated metal
products, except
machinery 53% 12% 20% 12% 3% 100% 0.53
Industrial &
computer
equipment 38% 15% 33% 11% 4% 100% 0.80
Electronic &
electrical except
computers 53% 20% 21% 5% 2% 100% 0.61
Transportation
equipment, Autos,
etc 39% 24% 27% 7% 2% 100% 0.78
Misc.
manufacturing
industries 41% 17% 29% 8% 5% 100% 0.75
Other - please
describe below 34% 20% 35% 7% 4% 100% 0.90
Supply Chain
Service Provider
(carriers, 3PL's,etc) 29% 20% 47% 1% 3% 100% 1.14
Utilities 23% 19% 58% 0% 0% 100% 1.35
ALL OTHERS 46% 18% 27% 8% 1% 100% 0.73
TOTAL 40% 19% 32% 7% 3% 100% 0.82
Several differences did emerge, however, for the "effective" option. The following
categories were significantly less likely than utilities to have an effective risk manager:
chemicals and allied products (odds=.236); petroleum refining (odds=.160); rubber and misc.
products (odds=. 120); fabricated metal products (odds=. 151); industrial and commercial
machinery (odds=.337); electronic and electrical equipment (odds=.151); transportation
equipment (odds=.263); miscellaneous industries (odds=.275); and the "other" category
(odds=.299). In sum, manufacturing sector is a very important predictor of responses.
Company Revenue
Figure 19 and Table 5 show responses by company revenue. There appears to be a trend
towards higher averages as revenues increase. For firms with less than $1 million in revenues,
average responses are .44. For those with revenues exceeding $50 billion, average responses are
1.21.
Figure 19. Risk Manager or Group: Company Revenue
"Risk Mngr. or Group" by Company Revenue
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Table 5 shows response category frequencies. The two categories that do not follow the
pattern of choosing "ineffective" least often are the lowest and highest revenue categories.
Those with revenues below $1 million show a monotonic decline, whereas those with revenues
over $50 billion show a monotonic increase.
Table 5. Risk Manager or Group: Revenues
We have a "Risk Manager or Group"
1 = Yes
but it is 44 = I
not very 2 = Yes and it don't 55 = Average
Company Revenue 0 = No effective is effective know N/A TOTAL Response
Under 1 Mill 58% 16% 14% 0% 12% 100% 0.44
iM - 10M 52% 17% 20% 9% 3% 100% 0.56
11M - looM 52% 15% 26% 6% 2% 100% 0.66
101M - 500M 47% 19% 27% 3% 3% 100% 0.73
501M - 1B 37% 18% 35% 8% 2% 100% 0.89
1B - 5B 32% 23% 32% 10% 3% 100% 0.87
5B - 20B 33% 22% 39% 6% 0% 100% 1.01
20B - 50B 22% 10% 49% 18% 1% 100% 1.08
over 50B 21% 25% 48% 6% 1% 100% 1.21
TOTAL 39% 19% 32% 7% 2% 100% 0.83
A chi-square test was significant (X = 92.802, df-16, p<.001). A multinomial logit was
run treating revenues as categorical with revenues exceeding $50 billion as the baseline. Nearly
all coefficients were significant at the .05 level, and all odds ratios were less than 1. Increasing
revenue clearly has an effect on increasing the presence and effectiveness of risk management
systems.
Number of People Locally
Figure 20 shows responses by the number of people working locally in a firm. The
averages appear to rise with the number of workers. The highest average is 1.08 for firms with
over 2000 local employees; the lowest average was .55 for firms with 10 or fewer employees.
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Figure 20. Risk Manager or Group: Number of People Locally
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Survey question: "We have a risk manager or group." The responses were scaled as: 0 = "No"; 1 = "Yes, but it is not
very effective"; and 2 = "Yes and it is effective."
A chi-square test was significant (X = 66.564, df=10, p<.001), confirming that responses
vary across categories. A multinomial logit was run with "over 2000" as the baseline for the
predictor dummies. Nearly all the coefficients were significant at the .05 level, with the odds
ratio always being less than one. The only non-significant coefficient was for the "1001-2000"
category for the "effective" choice on the dependent variable. Local firm size therefore seems to
be strongly related to the presence of a risk manager.
Number of People Globally
The final predictor variable to be considered is the number of workers globally at a firm.
Figure 21 again shows a tendency for average responses to increase in company size. The
.. .... .... .......   . .. ...... . ..... 
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average response for firms with 1-10 workers was .54. That number jumps to 1.20 for firms with
more than 100,000 workers worldwide.
Figure 21. Risk Manager or Group: Number of People Globally
"Risk Mngr. or Group" by Number of People Globally
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Survey question: "We have a risk manager or group." The responses were scaled as: 0 = "No"; 1 =
very effective"; and 2 = "Yes and it is effective."
"Yes, but it is not
A chi-square test confirms differences in responses across categories (Q2 = 104.327,
df=16, p<.001). A multinomial logit was run with the largest firm size category as the baseline.
For both the "ineffective" and "effective" categories relative to the "no manager" option, all but
one coefficient was significant. In each case, the odds ratios show that smaller firms are
significantly less likely than the largest firms to have any kind of risk manager, effective or
otherwise. Only the second largest firm size category (lk-2k) was indistinguishable from the
largest. Thus, global firm size appears to be a very important predictor.
Table 6 summarizes the results of the bivariate analysis.
Average of Responses
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Table 6. Risk Manager or Group: Summary of Bivariate Results
Categories
significant at .05
level: Yes, but it is Categories significant at .05 level:
All Independent Variables Any Visible Trends not effective Yes, and it is effective
Country where respondent grew Yes - respondents from South Africa S. Africa and
up tend to have an effective risk manager Switzerland South Africa
Yes - here again, respondents from
Country where respondent now South Africa tend to have an effective Brazil, India, South
works risk manager Africa, Spain South Africa
Yes - nothing dramatic but respondents
who spoke Afrikaans when growing up
Language spoken when growing tend to say they have an effective risk Afrikaans,
up manager Portuguese, Spanish Afrikaans
No - however respondents who spoke
Spanish at work tend to say they had an
Language spoken at work ineffective risk manager Spanish None
No - however respondents who grew up
in small towns tend to say they have an
Setting respondent grew up in ineffective risk manager Small Towns None
No - however respondents who grew up
in small towns and small cities tend to
say they have an ineffective risk Small town, small
Setting respondent now works in manager city None
Gender No None None
Age No None None
Education No None None
No - however Business and Engineering
majors tend to say they have an Business,
Field of Study ineffective risk manager engineering None
No - however risk managers themselves
indicated they had an effective risk
Job Function manager or group None Risk managers
Job Level No None None
No - however respondents with less than
3 years experience in companies tend to
Years in company say they have an effective risk manager None Less than 1 year; 1-3 years
Yes - respondent with more than 20
years in industry tend to say they had an Less than 1 year; 4-10 years; 11-15
Years in industry effective risk manager None years
Years in job function No None None
Yes - almost all industry categories tend
to indicate they have an effective risk
Industry category manager None Nearly all categories
Yes - the bigger the size of revenue of a
company, the more likely it is to have a
Company size/revenue risk manager Nearly all categories Nearly all categories
No - however most companies
regardless of number of people locally,
tended to have some level of risk
Number of people locally management All categories All but "1001-2000" category
4.1.3 Multivariate Analysis
The above discussion describes bivariate relationships. However, some of the variables
are clearly related to each other (such as firm size and firm revenues), so a multivariate analysis
is appropriate to control for overlapping effects. Although the bivariate section described 19
different variables, some of the categorical variables (such as language growing up and region
growing up) are too highly correlated to include simultaneously. The analysis therefore drops
the two language variables and country of origin. It retains the current work country. Otherwise,
all remaining variables were included in the analysis. The only difference was that some
variables measured on an ordered scale - age, education, the different measures of time spent
working, and the different measures of firm size - were included as covariates rather than
categorical factors. The reason for this decision was to minimize the number of coefficients,
which would have been enormous if every category had been entered separately.
The multivariate results are overall quite consistent with the bivariate section. The first
portion of the model compares those who choose "ineffective" over "no manager." For this
comparison, the amount of time a respondent has been associated with a firm is clearly
important. The amount of time spent working for the company is significant at the .10 level, and
the time spent working in the industry is significant at the .05 level. The odds ratio for the latter
was 1.042, which means that a one-unit increase in time spent in an industry increases the
probability of having an ineffective risk manager over none at all by 42%. In addition, both the
number of people working locally and the number of people working globally at the firm are
significant predictors. The coefficients are zero (and hence the odds ratios are 1), though this is
due to the scale on which the variables are measured and rounding error. The bivariate analysis
made it clear that increasing the size of a firm leads to an increase in the probability of
establishing a risk manager. Turning to the categorical variables, the two countries that are
significantly more likely to have an ineffective risk manager (with the US as the dummy
baseline) are South Africa (odds=2.856) and Switzerland (odds=2.215). The only other
coefficient that comes close to significance at the .05 level is the Operations job function, with a
p-value of .052. Its odds ratio is .480, meaning those responsible for operations are somewhat
less likely than the baseline "other" category to choose the ineffective option.
Turning to the results for the "effective" responses, several more variables are significant.
Those who have worked longer in their industry are significantly more likely to choose the
"effective" option (odds=1.040), while those who have worked longer in their current position
are less likely to do so (odds=.961). The size of the company in terms of global and local
workers is also again significant; revenues remain less important. Relative to the US, those who
work in Brazil are significantly less likely to have an effective manager (odds=.361), while those
in South Africa and Switzerland are again significantly more likely to do so (odds=2.649 and
2.388, respectively). Those whose primary field of study was engineering were significantly less
likely to cite an effective manager (odds=.387). Job function also mattered. The coefficient for
risk managers remained substantively large even after adding the controls (odds=6.944). Those
whose function was in engineering were also more likely to state that the risk manager was
effective (odds=3.724). Vice presidents were substantially more likely than presidents and CEOs
to choose the "effective" category (odds=4.389). Finally, two sectors stand out as being
significantly less likely to have an effective risk manager: petroleum refining (odds=.136) and
electronics (odds=. 136).
Table 7 below summarizes the multivariate results.
Table 7. Risk Manager or Group: Summary of Multivariate Results
Relevant Independent Significance: Yes, but it Significance: Yes,
Variable(s) is not effective and it is effective
Brazil, South Africa,
Switzerland and South and Switzerland
Country where Africa significant at .05 significant at .05
respondent now works level level
Setting grew up in Not significant Not significant
Setting in now Not significant Not significant
Gender Not significant Not significant
Age Not significant Not significant
Education Not significant Not significant
Engineering
significant at .05
Field of Study Not significant level
Risk management
and engineering
Operations significant significant at .05
Job Function at .10 level level
Vice presidents
significant at .05
Job Level Not significant level
Years in company Significant at .10 level Not significant
Years in industry Significant at .05 level Significant at .05
Years in job function Not significant Significant at .05
Petroleum refining
and electronics
significant at .05
Industry category Not significant level.
Company revenue Significant at .05 Not significant
Number of people
locally Significant at .05 Significant at .05
Number of people
globally Significant at .05 Significant at .05
4.2 Companies working with suppliers on supply chain risk management
4.2.1 Methods
This section turns to describing the bivariate and multivariate relationships between
different demographic characteristics and whether respondents work with suppliers on supply
chain risk management. For the dependent variable, answers were similar to those for the
previous dependent variable. Responses were coded 0 = "No"; 1 = "Yes, but it is not very
effective"; 2 = "Yes, and it is effective"; 44 = "Don't Know"; and 55 = "Not Applicable." The
analysis for the previous dependent variable suggested that the "ineffective" category may be
qualitatively distinct from the others rather than an intermediate point on an ordered scale. This
section will follow the convention of the previous analysis and treat responses as nominal rather
than ordered. Once again, however, average scores on the 0-2 scale will be presented along with
the categorical data analysis in order to provide an idea as to the central tendency of responses.
4.2.2 Bivariate Analysis
Country Where Respondent Grew Up
Figure 22 and Table 8 summarize the relationship between country of origin and
responses to the supply chain question for countries with at least 20 respondents. Figure 23a
displays the average responses by country, with higher numbers representing a greater tendency
to work with suppliers on supply risk management (DK and NA responses removed). The
countries with the highest average scores are the United States, with an average score of 1.23,
and the United Kingdom, with an average score of 1.20. The lowest scoring countries are
Mexico, with an average of .70, and Canada, with an average of .81. The remaining scores hover
around the midpoint of the scale, suggesting that most countries have tried to work with
suppliers. However, these attempts have not always been very effective.
Figure 22. Work with Suppliers on Supply Chain Risk Management: Country Where
Respondent Grew Up
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Survey question: "We work with suppliers on supply chain risk management." The responses were scaled as: 0=
"No"; 1 = "Yes, but it is not very effective"; and 2 = "Yes and it is effective."
Table 8 displays the data according to response category frequencies. The patterns are
somewhat different than what was observed for the previous risk manager variable, where the
"ineffective" category was chosen least often. Here, "ineffective" appears to be chosen more
often in many countries than the "effective" and "no manager" categories. The exceptions are
those originally from Spain and Switzerland, who display a monotonic increase across response
options, and those originally from Mexico, where "ineffective" is chosen least often. It therefore
again appears that respondents work with suppliers more often than they establish a formal risk
manager, though there is some variation between countries.
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Table 8. Work with Suppliers on Supply Chain Risk Management: Country Where
Respondent Grew Up
We work with suppliers on supply chain risk management
1 = Yes
but it is 44 = I
not very 2 = Yes and it don't 55= Average
Country 0 = No effective is effective know N/A TOTAL Response
United States 14% 35% 44% 6% 2% 100% 1.23
South Africa 28% 35% 29% 8% 1% 100% 0.92
Spain 20% 38% 39% 4% 0% 100% 1.15
Switzerland 23% 24% 39% 6% 8% 100% 1.02
India 20% 43% 33% 4% 0% 100% 1.09
Italy 15% 44% 35% 5% 1% 100% 1.13
Brazil 25% 53% 18% 2% 2% 100% 0.89
China 17% 43% 34% 6% 0% 100% 1.11
Mexico 46% 16% 27% 11% 0% 100% 0.70
Germany 12% 50% 32% 6% 0% 100% 1.15
United Kingdom 10% 47% 37% 0% 7% 100% 1.20
Canada 19% 62% 10% 10% 0% 100% 0.81
Colombia 15% 50% 25% 10% 0% 100% 1.00
Are any of the observed differences between countries of origin specific? A chi-square
test was significant (x 2= 73.662, df=24, p<.001), meaning that response patterns did depend on
the country of origin. To get a better idea as to where these differences lie, a multinomial logit
model was tested with country dummies, using the United States as the baseline category. The
baseline category for the dependent variable was that respondents did not work with supply chain
managers. Comparing the intermediate category (ineffective work with suppliers) to the baseline
(do not work with suppliers), results were significant for three different countries: Mexico, South
Africa, and Switzerland. In each case, respondents originally from each country were less likely
than US natives to choose the "ineffective" category. The odds ratio for Mexico was .138, for
South Africa it was .491, and for Switzerland it was .407. Turning to the "effective" category,
five countries were significantly different than the US: Brazil, Canada, Mexico, South Africa,
and Switzerland. Once again, each country was less likely than the US to choose the "effective"
category over "do not work with supplier". The odds ratio for Brazil was .224, for Canada it was
.157, for Mexico it was .184, for South Africa it was .321, and for Switzerland it was .531.
Country Where Respondent Now Works
Distinct from a country of origin is the country in which a respondent is currently
Figure 23. Work with Suppliers on Supply Chain Risk Management: Country Where
Respondent Works Now
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Survey question: "We work with suppliers on supply chain risk management." The responses were scaled as: 0 =
"No"; 1 = "Yes, but it is not very effective"; and 2 = "Yes and it is effective."
working. Figure 23 stratifies responses according to present country (limited to countries with at
least 20 subjects). The highest scores again appear from those who work in the United Kingdom,
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with an average of 1.24, and the United States, with an average of 1.22. The lowest average
scores come from respondents who work in Mexico, with an average of .62, and Canada, with an
average of .70.
A chi-square test confirms significant country difference (x2 =70.247, df=22, p<.001). A
multinomial logit model was again tested with workers in the United States as the baseline
category for the predictor dummies. The results show that two countries are significantly less
likely than the US to choose the "ineffective" category over "do not work with suppliers." These
countries are Mexico, with an odds ratio of .102, and South Africa, with an odds ratio of .487.
Meanwhile workers in four countries are significantly less likely than those working in the
United States to choose the "effective" category. These countries are Brazil (odds=.218),
Canada (odds=.109), Mexico (odds=.155), and South Africa (odds=.376).
Language Spoken Growing Up
Figure 24 and Table 9 stratify responses by the language respondents spoke while
growing up. Overlapping with the previous finding that those who grew up in the USA and UK
scored highest on the dependent variable, English speakers have the highest average response at
1.17. Native French speakers have a particularly low average score of .71. The overall average
is 1.08.
Table 9 displays frequencies for each risk manager category. It is again evident that, for
most categories, choosing "ineffective" was the most common option. Exceptions to this trend
are native English and German speakers, who were most likely to choose the "effective"
Work with Suppliers on Supply Chain Risk Management: Language Spoken
Growing Up
Survey question: "We work with suppliers on supply chain risk management." The responses were
"No"; 1 = "Yes, but it is not very effective"; and 2 = "Yes and it is effective."
scaled as: 0 =
Table 9: Work with Suppliers on Supply Chain Risk Management: Language Spoken
Growing Up
We work with suppliers on supply chain risk management
1 = Yes
but it is 44= 1
not very 2 = Yes and it don't 55 = Average
Languages 0= No effective is effective know N/A TOTAL Response
Afrikaans 29% 34% 28% 7% 2% 100% 0.90
Chinese (Mandarin) 17% 45% 32% 6% 0% 100% 1.09
English 17% 36% 40% 5% 1% 100% 1.17
French 38% 43% 14% 5% 0% 100% 0.71
German 19% 32% 37% 6% 6% 100% 1.06
Hindi/Urdu 14% 62% 24% 0% 0% 100% 1.10
Italian 15% 45% 32% 7% 1% 100% 1.08
Portuguese 23% 51% 20% 1% 4% 100% 0.92
Spanish 27% 33% 33% 7% 0% 100% 0.99
OTHER 22% 37% 35% 6% 1% 100% 1.07
TOTAL 20% 38% 35% 5% 2% 100% 1.08
Figure 24.
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category, and native Spanish speakers, who were equally likely to pick the "ineffective" and
"effective" categories.
A chi-square test again revealed significant differences between linguistic categories (x2
=42.818, df=18, p=.00l). A multinomial logit was therefore run treating "do not work with
suppliers" as the baseline category for the dependent variable. English was used as the baseline
for the language dummies included as predictors. Those who spoke Spanish growing up and
those whose language fell into the "other" category were significantly less likely to choose the
"ineffective" option than native English speakers. The odds ratio for Spanish was .559, and for
"other" it was .641. Afrikaans was also significant at the .10 level, with an odds ratio of .544.
Turning to the "effective" category, five coefficients were significant and negative. Those
whose childhood language was Afrikaans (odds=.392), French (odds=. 156), Portuguese
(odds=.368) and Spanish (odds=.513) were all significantly less likely to choose the "effective"
category compared to native English speakers. In addition, the "other" category was again
significant with an odds ratio of .65 8.
Language Spoken at Work
Figure 25 breaks responses down by language spoken at work. Afrikaans falls out of the
table because it is not a common work language. Consistent with previous results, English
speakers reveal the highest average response (1.14). Speakers of Portuguese at work have the
lowest average (.88). The remaining linguistic options hover around the overall average of 1.08.
A chi-square test suggests that risk manager responses are indeed dependent on work
language (x2 = 43.135, df=14, p<.001). A multinomial logit model was run that was similar to
the native language analysis. The results for the "ineffective" category reveal two significant
coefficients. Speakers of other languages are less likely than those who speak English at work to
choose the intermediate category (odds=.382), as are Spanish speakers (odds=.538). Spanish
speakers are also significantly less likely to choose the "effective" category (odds=.620), as are
Figure 25. Work with Suppliers on Supply Chain Risk Management: Language Spoken at
Work
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Survey question: "We work with suppliers on supply chain risk management." The responses were scaled as: 0 =
"No"; 1 = "Yes, but it is not very effective"; and 2 = "Yes and it is effective."
speakers of Portuguese (odds=.316). The "other" category is borderline significant for the
"effective" portion of the model. Its p-value is .053, with an odds ratio of .623.
In sum, a common theme emerges from considering bivariate relationships between
supply chain risk management and various indicators of region. English speaking countries tend
to be particularly likely to have firms that work with suppliers. Several other countries, regions,
and linguistic categories show significantly lower probabilities of doing so when compared to the
United States and United Kingdom.
...... ............ .
.
Setting Respondent Grew Up In
Figure 26 summarize responses according to the setting - rural versus urban - in which
an individual grew up. Figure 27a shows a good deal of variability between settings. Those
from small towns have the highest average, with scores of 1.18. Suburban backgrounds are
second highest at 1.14. Meanwhile those from small cities show the lowest average, at 1.03.
Rural settings have lower responses as well, with the average being 1.05.
Figure 26. Work with Suppliers on Supply Chain Risk Management: Setting Respondent
Grew Up In
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Survey question: "We work with suppliers on supply chain risk management." The responses were scaled as: 0 =
"No"; 1 = "Yes, but it is not very effective"; and 2 = "Yes and it is effective."
A chi-square test was significant, though the p-value was close to the .05 cut-off (Q2 =
18.672, df=l0, p=.045). In a multinomial logit with setting dummies (large city being the
baseline), only one category was significantly different. Those from small towns were more
likely than those from large cities to choose both the "ineffective" category (odds=1.694) and the
"effective" category (odds=2.242). Overall, setting of origin does little to help predict risk
manager responses.
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Setting Respondent Now Works
Figure 27 explores responses by the current work setting. Given the focus of the study on
firms, there was only one respondent currently working on a farm (and this person answered
"don't know"). Those who work in a rural setting had the lowest average response (.89), while
those working in small towns had the highest (1.18). Overall, however, there is not much
variation visible between settings.
Figure 27. Work with Suppliers on Supply Chain Risk Management: Setting Respondent
Now Works In
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Survey question: "We work with suppliers on supply chain risk management." The responses were scaled as: 0 =
"No"; 1 = "Yes, but it is not very effective"; and 2 = "Yes and it is effective."
The chi-square test, nonetheless, was not significant even after dropping the single farm
respondent (Q2 = 9.004, df=8, p=.342). The test seems to confirm the visual impression that there
are not clear differences between work settings. A multinomial logit with large city as the
baseline for the predictor dummies also failed to generate significant coefficients. Thus, it does
not appear that current work setting distinguishes responses to the supply chain question.
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Gender
Figure 28 reports results by gender. It shows that women tend to score somewhat higher
on average (1.10) than men (1.08). The differences in the graph appear to be large, but this is
due to the fact that the scale of the graph is much smaller than in previous figures. It is also
worth noting that there are substantially more men in the sample than women, so the men's
average matches the overall average of 1.08.
Figure 28. Work with Suppliers on Supply Chain Risk Management: Gender
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Survey question: "We work with suppliers on supply chain risk management." The responses were scaled as: 0 =
"No"; 1 = "Yes, but it is not very effective"; and 2 = "Yes and it is effective."
A chi-square test did not reveal significant differences in response patterns between
genders ( 2= 1.430, df=2, p=.489). A multinomial logit model also failed to produce any
significant coefficients. Thus, men and women do not appear to differ significantly on their
responses to the supply chain question.
......... 
Age
Figure 29 report results by age. The youngest and oldest cohorts have the lowest average
responses at .88 and 1.0, respectively. The highest scoring category corresponds to 50 to 59 year
olds, whose average score is 1.15.
Figure 29. Work with Suppliers on Supply Chain Risk Management: Age
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Survey question: "We work with suppliers on supply chain risk management." The responses were scaled as: 0 =
"No"; 1 = "Yes, but it is not very effective"; and 2 = "Yes and it is effective."
To test for significant differences between age groups, a chi-square statistic was again
estimated after dropping the two respondents from the highest age category. It did not reveal
significant differences between age groups (X2 = 9.467, df=8, p=.304). Using the 60-69 year old
category as the baseline for the predictor dummies, none of the coefficients were significant in a
multinomial logit model. Thus, it does not appear that age has much of an effect on risk manager
decisions.
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Education
Figure 30 stratifies responses by education level. It shows average responses by degree.
Of the categories, those with a college degree scored highest (1.13) while those with some
graduate school scored lowest (.99).
Figure 30. Work with Suppliers on Supply Chain Risk Management: Education
Work with suppliers on Supply Chain Risk Mgt. by
Education
1.1:,
A R 1.10
V
e
e 1.05
s
r
ap 1.00
0
g 0.95
e
e High Some College Some Masters Doctors TOTAL
s School College Degree grad Degree Degree
school
Education
Survey question: "We work with suppliers on supply chain risk management." The responses were scaled as: 0=
"No"; 1 = "Yes, but it is not very effective"; and 2 = "Yes and it is effective."
A chi-square test did not reveal significant differences (X2 = 12.342, df=10, p=.263). A
multinomial logit was also run with doctoral recipients used as the baseline for the predictor
dummies. None of the categories were significantly even at the .10 level. Overall, education
seems to be a poor predictor of whether one works with suppliers on supply chain risk
management.
Field of Study
Figure 31 displays results by field of study. The "other" category appears to produce
individuals that are most likely to score high on the supply chain variable. Their average score is
1.32. The lowest scoring field of study was the liberal arts, which had an average score of .97.
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Figure 31. Work with Suppliers on Supply Chain Risk Management: Field of Study
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Survey question: "We work with suppliers on supply chain risk management." The responses were scaled as: 0 =
"No"; 1 = "Yes, but it is not very effective"; and 2 = "Yes and it is effective."
A chi-square test was only significant given a more generous .10 cut-off (X2 = 15.133,
df=8, p=.057). Thus, the differences do not appear to be very strong between categories. A
multinomial logit, however, did find significant results after dropping the sparsely populated
teaching category. Using "other field of study" as the baseline for the predictor dummies, three
of the fields of study were significantly less likely to choose the "effective" option. These were
business (odds=.465), engineering (odds=.335), and sciences (odds=.372). Overall, the field of
study does play some role in determining outcomes. However, this role is probably small
(especially given the insignificant chi-square) and concentrated in the poorly defined "other"
category.
Job Function
Figure 32 and Table 10 consider job functions. Figure 33a shows a good deal of
variation between job function categories. The two highest averages are for those involved in
............................ . ..... .... ..... . .......... ..... . .. .
sourcing (1.28) and the generic "other" category (1.20). The lowest averages are among sales
(.86), marketing (.90) and engineering (.92).
Figure 32. Work with Suppliers on Supply Chain Risk Management: Job Function
Survey question: "We work with suppliers on supply chain risk management." The responses were scaled as: 0
"No"; 1 = "Yes, but it is not very effective"; and 2 = "Yes and it is effective."
Table 10 displays response category frequencies. The lines bundle fairly close together,
and the modal choice in each category is either "ineffective" or "effective." That is, respondents
from every job function category are least likely to say they do not work with suppliers on
supply chain risk management; the major variation occurs between job functions who view
working with suppliers as effective and those who view it as ineffective.
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Table 10. Work with Suppliers on Supply Chain Risk Management: Job Function
We work with suppliers on supply chain risk management
1 = Yes
but it is 44 = I
not very 2 = Yes and it don't 55= Average
Job Function 0 = No effective is effective know N/A TOTAL Response
Sales 26% 42% 30% 1% 1% 100% 1.02
Marketing 29% 38% 24% 0% 10% 100% 0.86
Transportation 19% 43% 24% 10% 5% 100% 0.90
Distribution 27% 40% 33% 0% 0% 100% 1.07
Manufacturing 22% 28% 42% 7% 1% 100% 1.12
Operations 15% 37% 39% 10% 0% 100% 1.15
Purchasing 21% 42% 32% 4% 1% 100% 1.07
Sourcing 16% 38% 37% 7% 2% 100% 1.13
SC Planning 14% 37% 46% 3% 1% 100% 1.28
Finance 25% 36% 34% 4% 1% 100% 1.04
Risk Management 23% 29% 37% 9% 3% 100% 1.03
Engineering 21% 48% 31% 0% 0% 100% 1.10
** Other ** 25% 25% 33% 14% 3% 100% 0.92
ALL OTHERS 11% 36% 42% 8% 2% 100% 1.20
TOTAL 15% 24% 41% 17% 4% 100% 1.06
20% 37% 36% 5% 2% 100% 1.09
A chi-square test suggests that the observed differences are actually not significant (Q =
36.521, df-28, p=.130). A multinomial logit using general management as the baseline for the
predictor dummies, however, did find some significant differences. Compared to general
managers, individuals from purchasing are significantly more likely to choose the "effective"
category over "do not work with suppliers" category (odds=2.053). Likewise, those from
sourcing are more likely to choose the "effective" option (odds=2.892) along with those whose
function is classified as other (odds=3.240). Overall, some job functions can be distinguished
from others when examining responses to the supply chain question. However, the graphs and
chi-square test suggest these differences are not particularly large.
Job Level
Figure 33 reports results by job level. Figure 34a suggests that senior managers score
highest on the supply chain variable, with an average score of 1.17. Vice presidents score lowest,
with an average response of .93. Overall, there does not seem to be much variation in the
average scores between job level categories.
Figure 33. Work with Suppliers on Supply Chain Risk Management: Job Level
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Survey question: 'We work with suppliers on supply chain risk management." The responses were scaled as: 0 =
Survey question: "We work with suppliers on supply chain risk management." The responses were scaled as: 0=
"No"; 1 = "Yes, but it is not very effective"; and 2 = "Yes and it is effective."
A chi-square test was not significant (X2 = 13.825, df=10, p=.181). However, a
multinomial logit model with president/CEO as the baseline for the dummy predictors did
produce one coefficient that was significant at the .05 level. Compared to president/CEOs,
middle managers were significantly more likely to choose the "ineffective" option (odds=2.272).
Using a .10 cut-off, team leaders were also more likely to choose the intermediate category
(odds=1.913). Overall, given the few significant results, job function seems to be a poor
predictor of whether a company works with suppliers on supply chain risk management.
Job Level
......... . ....  ... ... . .. . .... ..... ..... .. ... ... .....  .. . ............... 
Years in Company
Figure 34 summarizes results by the number of years a respondent has worked for a
company. Figure 35a shows some degree of variability across the categories. Those who have
worked between 11 and 15 years and over 20 years share the highest average score of 1.19.
Those with less than a year at the company have the lowest average responses at .86.
Figure 34. Work with Suppliers on Supply Chain Risk Management: Years in Company
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Survey question: "We work with suppliers on supply chain risk management." The responses were scaled as: 0 =
"No"; 1 = "Yes, but it is not very effective"; and 2 = "Yes and it is effective."
A chi-square test was significant (X2 = 22.919, df=10, p=.O 11), confirming that responses
do vary by the number of years in a company. In a multinomial logit model with "Over 20
years" as the baseline for the predictor dummies, those who have worked for a company for less
than one year were significantly less likely to choose the "ineffective" option (odds=.486). For
the "effective" category, the two lowest categories emerged as significant. Those with less than
one year were less likely to say their collaboration with suppliers was effective (odds=.328), as
were those in the 1-3 years category (odds=.568). Thus, time with a company does seem to
influence answers.
. . ........... . ... 
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Years in Industry
Figure 35 summarizes responses by years in the industry. Figure 36a again shows
variability, with more experienced respondents scoring higher on average. The mean response
for somebody with over 20 years of experience was 1.18, while the average for somebody with
1-3 years experience was .78. Each age group in between reveals a progressively larger mean.
Figure 35. Work with Suppliers on Supply Chain Risk Management: Years in Industry
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in Industry
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Survey question: 'We work with suppliers on supply chain risk management." The responses were scaled as: 0 =
"No"; 1 = "Yes, but it is not very effective"; and 2 = "Yes and it is effective."
A chi-square test was not significant, (X = 13.208, df=10, p=.212), indicating that
responses do not vary greatly by years in the industry. In a multinomial logit model with "over
20 years" as the baseline for the predictor dummies, however, some significant differences
emerged. Those with less than one year experience were significantly less likely to choose the
"ineffective" category compared to the most experienced (odds=.348). Meanwhile, both those
with less than one year and those with between 4 and 10 years were significantly less likely to
choose the "experienced category. The odds ratios for these groups were .294 and .599,
respectively. In addition, the 1-3 years category and 11-15 years category have p-values less
70
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than .10 for the effective category. In both cases the odds ratios are less than one, signifying that
these individuals are less likely to choose the highest option. In sum, industry experience does
have some - though perhaps weak - relationship with responses to the supply chain question.
Years injobfunction
Figure 36 and Table 11 display responses by years in job function. The average
responses by experience category show a steady increase up through a peak of 1.19 in 16-20
group. The most experienced category, however, shows some decline. The lowest score, 1.01,
appears in the category of less than one year in a job function.
Figure 36. Work with Suppliers on Supply Chain Risk Management: Years in Job
Function
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Survey question: "We work with suppliers on supply chain risk management." The responses were scaled as: 0 =
"No"; I = "Yes, but it is not very effective"; and 2 = "Yes and it is effective."
The trends in Table 11 do not vary greatly by category, as the lines are mostly parallel.
Not surprisingly, then, a chi-square test was not significant ( 2= 15.948, df=l0, p=.l0l). In
addition, no coefficients were significant in a multinomial logit with the most experienced
.......... .- _ ........................ .....................................................................................       ----
category used as the dummy baseline. Thus, time in a particular function does not seem
particularly relevant to how respondents answered the supply chain question.
Table 11. Work with Suppliers on Supply Chain Risk Management: Years in Job Function
We work with suppliers on supply chain risk management
1 = Yes
but it is 44 = 1
Years in Job not very 2 = Yes and it don't 55= Average
Function 0 = No effective is effective know N/A TOTAL Response
under 1 year 33% 28% 25% 8% 6% 100% 0.78
1-3 years 20% 39% 32% 6% 3% 100% 1.03
4-10 years 22% 38% 33% 7% 1% 100% 1.04
11-15 years 21% 36% 37% 4% 2% 100% 1.10
16 - 20 years 19% 36% 38% 6% 1% 100% 1.12
over 20 years 16% 38% 40% 4% 2% 100% 1.18
TOTAL 20% 37% 36% 5% 2% 100% 1.09
Industry Category
Figure 37 and Table 12 stratify responses by industry codes. Figure 38a shows that a
good deal of variation exists in average responses across categories. The industries that score
highest are chemicals and allied products, at 1.32, and pharmaceuticals, at 1.22. The industries
with the lowest average responses fabricated metals, at .83, and petroleum refining, at .97.
Although Table 12 includes a rather large number of industry categories, most tend to
follow a similar pattern. Individuals from most industries typically answer that they work with
suppliers, but that doing so is ineffective. The biggest exception is food and kindred products,
which is actually least likely to choose the "ineffective" category. In addition, some industries
Figure 37. Work with Suppliers on Supply Chain Risk Management: Industry Category
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Survey question: "We work with suppliers on supply chain risk management." The responses were scaled as: 0 =
"No"; 1 = "Yes, but it is not very effective"; and 2 = "Yes and it is effective."
show a monotonic increase across the range of the dependent variable. These are
pharmaceuticals, chemicals and allied products, and electronics. Overall, however, most lines
follow a comparable trend across categories.
- -I
.. ....... ..  _ ' :... . ..... :::-::::  ...... ....... ..  ......... .  ........ ... ...................... ..............  . .......
Table 12. Work with Suppliers on Supply Chain Risk Management: Industry
We work with suppliers on supply chain risk management
1 = Yes
but it is 44= 1
not very 2 = Yes and it don't 55 = Average
Industry Category 0= No effective is effective know N/A TOTAL Response
Food & kindred
products 30% 27% 34% 9% 0% 100% 0.95
Pharmaceuticals, etc. 11% 39% 42% 8% 0% 100% 1.22
Paper & allied
products 16% 44% 36% 4% 0% 100% 1.16
Chemicals & allied
products 16% 37% 48% 0% 0% 100% 1.32
Petroleum refining
etc. 23% 40% 29% 9% 0% 100% 0.97
Rubber & misc.
plastics products 15% 46% 31% 8% 0% 100% 1.08
Primary metal
industries 26% 35% 32% 6% 0% 100% 1.00
Fabricated metal
products, except
machinery 24% 39% 22% 10% 5% 100% 0.83
Industrial &
computer equipment 12% 46% 36% 4% 2% 100% 1.17
Electronic &
electrical except
computers 17% 37% 40% 6% 0% 100% 1.17
Transportation
equipment, Autos,
etc 17% 39% 38% 6% 0% 100% 1.14
Misc. manufacturing
industries 18% 39% 37% 4% 2% 100% 1.14
Other - please
describe below 23% 35% 35% 2% 4% 100% 1.05
Supply Chain Service
Provider (carriers,
3PL's,etc) 25% 34% 33% 4% 3% 100% 1.00
Utilities 16% 35% 35% 13% 0% 100% 1.06
ALL OTHERS 22% 40% 33% 4% 1% 100% 1.06
TOTAL 20% 38% 36% 5% 2% 100% 1.09
The chi-square test was therefore not significant (Q = 33.054, df-28, p=.234), meaning
that responses do not appear to depend on sector. A multinomial logit was also run with the
"utilities" category chosen as the baseline. No significant coefficients emerged. Thus, industries
do not seem to vary substantially in how they work with suppliers on supply chain risk
management.
Company Revenue
Figure 38 shows responses by company revenue. For the most part, respondents from
firms on the low end of the revenue scale have lower average responses than those on the higher
end. The lowest average appears for the 1M-1OOM category, which has a mean of .77. The
highest average appears in the 20B-50B category, which has a mean of 1.44. The difference
between these two numbers is quite pronounced.
Figure 38. Work with Suppliers on Supply Chain Risk Management: Company Revenue
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A chi-square test was significant (X2 = 61.488, df=16, p<.001). A multinomial logit was
run treating revenues as categorical with revenues exceeding $50 billion as the baseline. For the
"ineffective" category, no coefficients were significant at the .05 level, though the 1-5B dummy
was significantly higher than the baseline at the .10 level (odds=1.763). The biggest differences
appear in the "effective" category, with the lowest three revenue categories all being
significantly less likely to choose effective at the .05 level. The odds ratio for Under 1 Million
was .411, for 1M-1OM it was .244, and for 11M-1OOM it was .456. The 20B-50B dummy was
significantly more likely to choose "effective" at the .10, with an odds ratio of 2.091.
Number of People Locally
Figure 39 shows responses by the number of people working locally in a firm. The
averages appear to rise somewhat with the number of worker, though the trend is not substantial.
The highest average is 1.23 for firms with 1001-2000 local employees; the lowest average was
.94 for firms with 11-100 or fewer employees.
Figure 39. Work with Suppliers on Supply Chain Risk Management: Number of People
Locally
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"No"; 1 = "Yes, but it is not very effective"; and 2 = "Yes and it is effective."
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A chi-square test was significant (xF2 = 21.484, df=10, p=.018), confirming that responses
vary across categories. A multinomial logit was run with "over 2000" as the baseline for the
predictor dummies. Only one coefficient was significant for the "ineffective" portion of the
model. Those in firms with 11-100 local employees were significantly less likely to say they
work ineffectively with suppliers than those from the largest firms (odds=.553). For the
"effective" portion of the model, each of the lowest three firm size categories produced a
coefficient that was significant at the .05 level. The odds ratio for the 1-10 category was .397,
for the 11-100 category it was .374, and for the 101-500 category it was .597. In sum, firm size
as measured by local workforce does appear to have a strong impact on whether companies work
with suppliers on supply chain risk management.
Global Firm Size
Figure 40. Work with Suppliers on Supply Chain Risk Management: Number of People
Globally
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The final predictor variable to be considered is the number of workers globally at a firm.
Figure 40 again shows a tendency for average responses to increase in company size. The
average response for firms with 1-10 employees was .92, and for firms with 11-100 employees it
was .86. That number jumps to 1.27 for firms with between 50,000 and 100,000 employees
worldwide. The largest companies have only a slightly lower average at 1.22.
A chi-square test confirms differences in responses across categories. (X = 42.267,
df=16, p<.00l). A multinomial logit was run with the largest firm size category as the baseline.
Firms with a global work force between 1-10 and 101-500 were significantly less likely to
choose the "ineffective" category at the .05 level. The odds ratio for the smallest firms was .319,
and for the 101-500 grouping it was .443. The 11-100 and 1OK-50K categories were
significantly less likely to choose "ineffective" at the .10 level, with respective odds ratios of
.443 and .575. Turning to the "effective" portion of the model, four coefficients were significant
at the .05 level. Those in the 1-10 category display an odds ratio of .266, those in the 11-100
category display an odds ratio of .239, those in the 101-500 category display an odds ratio of
.363, and those in the 1OK-50K category display an odds ratio of .518. Again, firm size - now
measured in terms of global work force - appears to be consequential for working with suppliers.
The bivariate results are summarized in Table 13.
Table 13. Work with Suppliers on Supply Chain Risk Management (SCRM): Summary of
Bivariate Results
Categories
significant at .05
All Independent level: Yes, but it is Categories significant at .05
Variables Any Visible Trends not effective level: Yes, and it is effective
Yes - Respondents who grew up in S.Afr., Mexico, South
Country where Switzerland, Mexico, Brazil & Canada tend to indicate Africa, and Brazil, Canada, Mexico, South
respondent grew up they work with suppliers on SCRM Switzerland Africa, and Switzerland
Yes - Respondents who work in S.Afr., Mexico, Brazil
Country where & Canada tend to indicate they work with suppliers on Mexico and South Brazil, Canada, Mexico, and
respondent now works SCRM Africa South Africa
Yes - Spanish & Afrikaans speakers (when growing
Language spoken up) indicated that it was effective to work with Afrikaans, French, Portuguese,
when growing up suppliers on SCRM Spanish, "Other" and Spanish
Language spoken at
job No None None
Setting grew up in No None None
Setting in now No None None
Gender No None None
Age No None None
Education No None None
No - however Business, Engineering, & Science
majors tend to say it was effective to work with Business, engineering, and
Field of Study suppliers on SCRM None sciences
Yes - Purchasing and Sourcing professionals tend to
Job Function say it was effective to work with suppliers on SCRM None Purchasing, sourcing, "other"
No - however Middle Managers tend to say that it was
Job Level ineffective to work with Suppliers on SCRM Middle managers None
No - however respondents with less than 3 years of
experience at their companies tend to indicate that they Less than one year and 1-3
Years in company work with Suppliers on SCRM Less than one year years
No - however respondents with less than 10 years of
experience in the industry tend to indicate that they Less than one year and 4-10
Years in industry work with Suppliers on SCRM Less than one year years
Yes - not that dramatic; most respondents with various
range of years on the job indicated that they work with
Years in job function Supplier on SCRM None None
Yes - most respondents from various industries
Industry category indicated that they work with Supplier on SCRM None None
No - however respondents in companies with $500m
or less in revenue tend to indicate that it was effective Under 1M, iM-100M, and
Company revenue to work with Suppliers on SCRM None 1OIM-500M
No - however respondents in companies with less than
Number of people 500 people locally indicated that they work with
locally Suppliers on SCRM 11-100 1-10, 11-100, 101-500
Yes - respondents in companies with 50,000 or less in
Number of people people globally indicated that they work with Suppliers 1-10, 11-100, 101-500, 10,000-
globally on SCRM 1-10, 101-500 50,000
4.2.3 Multivariate Analysis
Because some of the variables discussed previously are clearly related to each other (such
as firm size and firm revenues), a multivariate analysis is appropriate to control for overlapping
effects. As noted in the section examining the presence of a risk manager or group, some of the
categorical variables (such as language growing up and region growing up) are too highly
correlated to include simultaneously. The multivariate analysis therefore again drops the two
language variables and country of origin. It retains the current work country as the sole variable
measuring a regional influence. Otherwise, all remaining variables were included in the analysis.
The only difference was that some variables measured on an ordered scale - age, education, the
different measures of time spent working, and the different measures of firm size - were
included as covariates rather than categorical factors in order to minimize the number of
coefficients.
Looking first at the "ineffective" option, several variables appear to play an important
role. Not surprisingly, firm size and region are particularly important. Each measure of firm
size - revenues, local workforce, and global workforce - is significant at the .05 level. The odds
ratios in each case are 1.00 (implying at first glance no substantive effect), though this is due to
the large scale on which each variable was measured and necessary rounding. The fact that all
three were significant despite being highly related to each other, and given the visual assessment
of the graphs in the bivariate section, firm size must be a very potent predictor of working with
suppliers. For region, two countries stand out as being significantly less likely than the US to
say they work ineffectively with suppliers: Mexico and South Africa. The odds ratio for the
former is .120; it is .352 for the latter. Educational background also appears to play a role. Those
whose primary field of study was teaching were significantly less likely than the baseline
("other") to choose the "ineffective category (odds=. 183). Using .10 as a cut-off, liberal arts
majors had a significant odds ratio of .368. Finally, job position mattered. Senior managers
were significantly more likely than presidents/CEOs to say they work ineffectively with
suppliers (odds=4.188). Using .10 as a cut-off, team leaders were also significantly more likely
to do so as well (odds=2.181). So were supervisors (odds=1.843) and middle managers
(odds=1.911). The remaining variables were not significant.
Turning to the results for the "effective" responses, firm size still mattered. However,
only the number of local employees was significant (odds=1.001). Mexico and South Africa
were again significantly less likely than the US to choose the "effective" category, with
respective odds ratios of .243 and .344. In addition, Brazil and Canada are also significantly less
likely to do so. Brazil has an odds ratio of .288 and Canada has an odds ratio of .047. One of the
settings in which respondents grew up mattered at the .10 level. Those from small towns display
an odds ratio of 1.860 relative to large cities, meaning they are 86% more likely to choose the
"effective" category. Field of study also matters again, with three coefficients significant at the
.05 level. These are engineering (odds=.355), sciences (odds=.220), and liberal arts (odds=.161).
One job function mattered. Those involved in purchasing display an odds ratio of 2.813
compared to general management. Finally, one industry was significant at the .10 level.
Manufacturers of pharmaceuticals display an odds ratio of 4.514.
The multivariate results are summarized in Table 14.
Table 14. Work with Suppliers on Supply Chain Risk Management: Summary of
Multivariate Results
Relevant Significance: Yes,
Independent but it is not Significance: Yes, and it
Variable(s) effective is effective
Country where Mexico and South Mexico, South Africa,
respondent now Africa significant at Brazil, and Canada
works .05 level significant at .05 level
Setting grew up Small towns significant
in Not significant at .10 level
Setting in now Not significant Not significant
Gender Not significant Not significant
Age Not significant Not significant
Education Not significant Not significant
Teaching significant
at .05 level; liberal Engineering, sciences,
arts significant at .10 and liberal arts
Field of Study level significant at .05 level
Purchasing significant
Job Function Not significant at .05 level
Senior managers
significant at .05
level; team leaders,
supervisor, and
middle managers
significant at .10
Job Level level Not significant
Years in
company Not significant Not significant
Years in industry Not significant Not significant
Years in job
function Not significant Not significant
Industry Pharmaceuticals
category Not significant significant at .10 level
Company Significant at .05
revenue level Not significant
Number of Significant at .05
people locally level Significant at .05 level
Number of Significant at .05
people globally level Not significant
4.3 Relationships between companies and other supply chain risk
management practices
Do firms that establish a risk manager or group also tend to take other steps to manage
risk? Table 15 displays the frequency with which respondents answered that they took each of
six possible actions. These are 1) have a risk manager or group; 2) have business continuity
manager or group; 3) have a business continuity plan; 4) actively work on supply chain risk
management; 5) work with customers on supply chain risk management; and 6) work with
suppliers on supply chain risk management.
Table 15. Response Frequencies by Risk Management Practice
Work
Actively with
Work on Work with suppliers
Have Business Supply Customers on
Have Risk Continuity Have Business Chain on Supply supply
Manager or Manager or Continuity Risk Chain Risk chain risk
Group Group Plan Mgmt. Mgmt. mgmt.
Yes 730 606 883 1009 650 764
No 564 621 353 324 383 455
Missing 178 245 236 139 439 253
It is clear that more firms are likely to have taken each action than not. The number of
yeses exceeds the number of no responses for all but one column (have business continuity
manager or group). Respondents were most likely to say that they actively work on supply chain
risk management. 1009 said that they did, while only 324 said they did not. The next most
common action was to have a business continuity plan. 883 said that they had a plan, while 353
said they did not. 764 subjects stated that they work with suppliers on supply chain risk
management, compared to 455 that did not. Meanwhile 730 said that they have a risk manager
or group, while 564 had not taken this step. The second least common action was to work with
customers on supply chain risk management. 650 respondents said they did, while 383 said they
did not. Finally, the fewest number of subjects, 606, stated they have a business continuity
manager or group. 621 did not.
Table 16. Relationships between Risk Management Practices
Work
Business Business on Work Work
Risk Continuity Continuity Supply with with
Manager/Group Manager/Group Plan Chain Customers Suppliers
Risk Manager 100%
or Group
Business 39.5% 100%
Continuity
Manager or
Group
Business 48.5% 49.3% 100%
Continuity
Plan
Work on 48.5% 42.3% 58.4% 100%
Supply Chain
Work with 51.4% 43.2% 53.5% 56.9% 100%
Customers
Work with 40.6% 37.2% 49.6% 54.8% 46.5% 100%
Suppliers I I I I I I _ I
Table 16 turns to the question of whether or not there is a relationship between these
responses. It displays the percentage of subjects who state they have taken two actions
simultaneously (DK and NA responses dropped by pairwise deletion). The least frequent
combination occurred between having a business continuity manager/group and working with
suppliers on supply chain risk management. 37.2% endorsed both. The most frequently
occurring combination occurred between having a business continuity plan and working on
supply chain risk management. 58.4% endorsed both. The next most commonly occurring
combination was working on supply chain risk management and working with customers on
supply chain risk management. 56.9% endorsed both options. The combination of working on
supply chain risk management and working with suppliers on supply chain risk management was
the next most common, at 54.8%. Close behind in fourth place is the combination of having a
business continuity plan and working with customers on supply chain risk management. 53.5%
endorsed both.
Interestingly, the most common combinations occur between risk manager variables and
business continuity variables. The former are generally more concerned with prevention while
the latter are more concerned with response. The fact that firms most likely include at least one
of each suggests that companies consider both proactive and reactive steps concerning risk.
Table 17 presents yet another way of looking at the data. It presents frequencies after
adding up the number of different risk management and business continuity actions endorsed by
every respondent. The numbers show that all combinations of actions are possible. Firms are
most likely to endorse all six options; over 17.8% do so. It is least common for respondents to
name none of the categories. This occurs for only 7.3% of respondents. In between, percentages
range from 12.6% for five actions and 16.8% for 2.
Table 17. Total Number of Risk Management Practices
# of Actions Frequency Percentage
Endorsed
0 107 7.3
1 196 13.3
2 247 16.8
3 218 14.8
4 199 13.5
5 186 12.6
6 262 17.8
Logit models were estimated for each of the actions to determine which variables are
most likely to predict risk management and business continuity decisions. The predictors were
firm size in revenues, number of people working locally, number of people working worldwide,
setting of workplace, and country. Languages spoken at work were not included due colinearity
problems with the country variable.
The first variable to be considered is the presence of a risk manager or group. Much of
this model is redundant to earlier discussions which already treated the presence of risk managers
as a dependent variable. The primary difference is that the "ineffective" and "effective"
categories are now collapsed into a single "has risk manager" category. The size of the firm
clearly matters for this variable. Both the number of local and global employees is significant
(though revenues are not). In addition, country matters as well. Using the US as the point of
comparison for the dummies, two countries were significantly more likely to have a risk manager
or group: South Africa (odds=2.344) and Switzerland (odds=1.808). Mexico, meanwhile, was
significantly less likely to have one (odds=.396). Turning to industry, the utilities category was
used as the reference point for the predictor dummies. Petroleum was significantly less likely
than utilities to have a risk manager (odds=.218), as were electronics and electrical equipment
(odds=.216). Chemicals and allied products were also significant at the .10 (odds=.333), as were
industrial and allied machinery (odds=.372). Using large cities as the baseline, none of the work
settings were significant.
The next option is whether a firm has a business continuity manager or group. For this
variable, all three measures of company size - revenues, local employees, and global employees
- are all significant. Country also mattered. Compared to the US, respondents from Italy and
Spain were significantly less likely to have a business manager or group. The odds ratios were
.503 and .408, respectively. China was also significant at the .10 level (odds=.514). Brazil was
significantly more likely than the US to have a business continuity manager or group
(odds=2.563). While firm size and country both clearly matter for this variable, none of the
industry dummies were significant. Neither were any of the works setting indicators.
The next variable is whether or not a firm had a business continuity plan. Once again, the
number of local and global employees is an important predictor (though not revenues). Several
countries are also significantly less likely than the United States to have a plan. These are
Australia (odds=.333), Italy (odds=.381), Spain (odds=.209) and Switzerland (odds=.497).
Canada was also significant at the .10 level, with an odds ratio of .3 82. As with the previous
variable, none of the industry dummies were significant. Neither was the work setting
indicators.
Next is whether the respondent actively works on supply chain risk management. The
number of local and global employees' variables is both again significant at the .05 level, and
revenues are significant at the .10 level. Geography also matters again, with several countries
less likely than the US to say they work on supply chain risk management. The odds ratio for
Canada is .291, and for Mexico it is .154. In addition, Brazil (odds=.506) and India (odds=.506)
are significant at the .10 level. Only one industry dummy is significant even at the .10 level.
Electronics companies are less likely than the baseline (utilities) to work on supply chain risk
management (odds=.244). None of the setting dummies produce significant coefficients.
The penultimate variable is whether the respondent works with consumers on supply
chain risk management. The revenues variable is not significant, but the number of local and
global employees is. Mexico is significantly less likely than the United States to work with
consumers, with an odds ratio of .331. India is also significantly less likely to do so at the .10
level (odds=.503). None of the industry dummies are significant, but one of the settings dummy
does have a p-value less than .10. Compared to big cities, those who work in a rural setting are
less likely to work with customers (odds=.401).
The final variable is whether the respondent works with suppliers on supply chain risk
management (note that this is also redundant to the previous analysis). The two variables related
to the number of employees are once more significant at the .05 level, while the revenues
variable does not have a significant impact. Mexico and Switzerland are the only two countries
that differ from the United States on this variable. For Mexico, the odds ratio is .312. For
Switzerland, it is .427. Industry clearly matters for this variable, as several different industries
are significantly more likely than the utilities baseline to work with customers. The significant
coefficients correspond to the following: food and kindred products (odds=3.327);
pharmaceuticals (odds=3.147); paper and allied products (odds=7.506); chemicals and allied
products (odds=3.907); primary metal industries (odds=9.029); electronics (odds=3.449);
transportation equipment (odds=4.902); other industries (odds=3.524); and supply chain service
providers (odds=9.986). In addition, industrial machinery (odds=2.956) and miscellaneous
manufacturing industries (odds=2.806) were significant at the .10 level. Many of these odds
ratios, especially the one corresponding to the supply chain service provider industry, were quite
large indeed. This indicates a substantial amount of variability across industries for this variable.
Finally, one of the setting variables was significant. Those from small towns were significantly
more likely than those from big cities to work with suppliers (odds=1.811).
CONCLUSIONS
From the survey data analysis it is obvious that there are many different variables that
plausibly affect the presence of a risk manager or group. Of these, however, only a few have a
robust effect that stands up to multivariate analysis. Of particular importance are 1) the size of a
firm in terms of number of workers, and 2) the length of time spent at a firm, in the industry, or
in a position. South Africa and Switzerland also seemed particularly likely to establish risk
managers, both effective and otherwise. Vice presidents of companies also seem to see things
more optimistically than presidents and CEOs. After controlling for firm size, the particular
sector did not matter much for predicting responses to the risk manager question. Only
petroleum and electronics were distinguishable from a baseline category when predicting an
"effective" response. It is also worth reiterating that the bivariate tables previously showed a
non-linear trend across the three response categories. The "ineffective" option was chosen least
often, suggesting that - in general - firms that do decide to establish risk managers are more
likely to view them as effective.
There are also many different variables that plausibly affect whether firms work with
suppliers of supply chain risk management. Of these, however, only a few have a robust effect
that stands up to multivariate analysis. Of particular importance are 1) the size of a firm,
especially in terms of number of workers; 2) geography, especially for those coming from
Mexico and South Africa; and 3) educational background, especially those who studied teaching
or the liberal arts. Job position also mattered when choosing the "ineffective" option over "do not
work with suppliers. For the "effective" category, the variables related to setting while growing
up, job function, and industry each had a small ability to distinguish responses. It is also worth
mentioning that the graphs showed a non-linear trend across the three response categories. The
"ineffective" option was chosen most often and "do not work with suppliers" was chosen least
often. This suggests that - in general - firms are attempting to work with suppliers, even if they
do not always view the result as effective.
It must be emphasized that, although traditional demographic variables such as education
(though never age or gender) occasionally emerged as significant, the most robust predictors of
responses related to characteristics of firms. Larger firms, and companies from particular
countries, were most likely to have planned out risk management systems. Characteristics of
respondents themselves do not appear to do much to drive results.
Finally, most firms have some combination of proactive or reactive risk plans. Indeed,
when respondents endorsed more than one option, they were most likely to choose from both risk
management and business continuity plans. The best predictors of each possible action were
related to firm size and geography. Industry was also an important predictor of whether a
company works with its suppliers on supply chain risk management. Revenues were less
important, though occasionally significant. The rural or urban setting in which a firm was
located rarely predicted answers on any of the options.
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APPENDIX
Global Supply Chain Risk Survey
Relevant Questions about Supply Chain Risk Management Practices and Background of Survey
Takers
1. Tell us about Supply Chain Risk Management at your company:
Yes but it is
Yes and it I do not
not very No
is effective know
effective
We have a "Risk" manager or group j I 
We have a "Business Continuity" manager or group jj I
We have a Business Continuity Plan I I j I
We actively work on supply chain risk management j j I J I
Our risk manager goes beyond just buying insurance to
j jI j 1
work on supply chain risk issues
We work with customers on supply chain risk management j I j I
We work with suppliers on supply chain risk management J I j I I
We have a formal security strategy J I j I j
We monitor world events for incidents that affect us j I j I i I I
We have an emergency operations center j I JI I
We work with law enforcement and emergency
j I j I
management authorities on risk management
We simulate different supply chain risks and disruptions j I j I I
We analyze incidents to identify process improvements l j 1
Comments?
6. Background Information
We would like to get some basic information so that we can compare the responses across the
participants.
1. How old are you?
Under 20 ji 20-29
years years
40-49
years
r 30-39
years
2. Are you male or female?
j Male
3. What is your level of education?
Primary j High Some j I
School School College Degree
Female
College j Some
grad school
i I
Degree
Masters j I
Degree
4. What was your field of study in school?
j I Business j I Engineering j | Sciences j I
5. Countries that you grew up in and now
USA BRZ MEX COL UK
What country did you j jI j j j
grow up in?
what country do you work j j j j
in now?
Other (please specify)
Liberal Arts j |
work in.
ND CHI
ii i
ii i
GHA
|i
ii
Teaching j I
NIG
j I
LIB
ji
Other
CAM OTH
j | j
ii I i j I I
6. Settings where you grew up and now work:
Farm Rural Small Town
Setting where you grew jI
up?
Setting thay you work j I
in now?
7. What languages do you speak?
Hind
Engl Fren Span Port
Urdu
Lanuage spoken as a I j
child?
Lanugage spoken at i
work?
Secondary language at j I ji
work?
Other (please specify)
Suburban
jIi
I I
Chin
Mand
i I
Small City
i I
Chin
Cant
Large City
ii
ii
Hausa Yoruba
jIi j I
ii j
II j
50-59
years
.
60-69
years
70+ yei
Doctors
Other
ii
ii
ii
8. What industry is your company in?
j I Manufacturer - Food & kindred products
j Manufacturer - Pharmaceuticals, medical devices & supplies
j Manufacturer - Textile mill products
j Manufacturer - Apparel & other fabric products
j Manufacturer - Lumber & wood products, except furniture
j Manufacturer - Furniture & fixtures
j Manufacturer - Paper & allied products
j Manufacturer - Printing, publishing, & allied industries
j Manufacturer - Chemicals & allied products
j Manufacturer - Petroleum refining & related industries
j Manufacturer - Rubber & misc. plastics products
j Manufacturer - Leather & leather products
j Manufacturer - Stone, clay, glass, & concrete products
j Manufacturer - Primary metal industries
j Manufacturer - Fabricated metal products, except machinery
j Manufacturer - Industrial & commercial machinery & computer equipment
j Manufacturer - Electronic & electrical equipment except computers
j Manufacturer - Transportation equipment, Autos, Trucks, Buses, & Related
j Manufacturer - Instruments; photographic, medical, optical, timing
j I Manufacturer - Misc. manufacturing industries
j Retailer - Apparel, Shoes, Accessories
j Retailer - Autos, Boats, Motorcycles, RV's, Gas stations
j Retailer - Bldg. materials, hardware, garden supply, & mobile home dealers
j Retailer - Books, stationery, jewelry, gifts, luggage, crafts, sporting goods
j Retailer - Drug stores, liquor, used merchandise
j Retailer - Food stores, bakeries, dairy, candy
ji Retailer - General merchandise stores
j Retailer - Home furniture & furnishings stores
j j Retailer - Household appliance stores
Retailer - On-line, Catalog & Mail-order house
Retailer - Radio, television consumer electronics, & music stores
Retailer - Tobacco, flower, newstands, optical, other
Wholesaler - Motor vehicles & motor vehicle parts & supplies
Wholesaler - Furniture & home furnishings
Wholesaler - Lumber & other construction materials
Wholesaler - Professional & commercial equipment & supplies
Wholesaler - Electrical goods
Wholesaler - Hardware, & plumbing & heating equipment & supplies
Wholesaler - Machinery, equipment, & supplies
Wholesaler - Misc. durable goods
Wholesaler - Paper & paper products
Wholesaler - Drugs, drug proprietaries, & druggists' sundries
Wholesaler - Groceries & related products
Wholesaler - Farm-product raw materials
Wholesaler - Chemicals & allied products
Wholesaler - Petroleum & petroleum products
Wholesaler - Metals & minerals, except petroleum
Wholesaler - Beer, wine, & distilled alcoholic beverages
Wholesaler - Misc., books, tobacco, paint, flowers, farm supplies
Other - please describe below
Other industry (please specify)
9. Size of your company (Annual Revenues) globally in USD?
Under iM - 11M - . 101M . 501M . 1B- . 5B -
20B - . over
1 Mill 10M 100m - 500M - 1B 5B 20B 50B 50B
10. Size of company (number of people):
1-10 11-100 101-500 501-1K 1K-2K 2K-10K 1OK-50K 50K-100K over 100K
Number of people in your j j I j Ij j
company at your site?
Number of people in your l j I j Ij j
company worldwide?
11. What is your job level?
| President j Vice j | Senior j I Middle j | Supervisor j I Team rker
or CEO President Manager Manager Leader
12. What function are you in?
GM-Gen.Mgt, SA-Sales, MK-Marketing, HR-Hum.Res, TR-Transport, DI-
Distribn, MN-Manufact, OP-Operatns, PU-Purchasing, SO-Sourcing, CS-
Cust.Ser, PL-SC Planng, FI-Finance, RP-Repair, RM-Risk Mgt, EN-
Enginrng,
RD-Res&Dev, LG-Legal, OT-Other
EN LG
GM SA MK HR TR DI MN OP PU SO CS PL FI RP RM RD OT
#j | j | j | j |
Function: ji ji ji ji ji ji ji ji ji ji ji ji ji ji j|
13. Number of years of experience:
16
- over
under1 20 201-3 years 4-10 years 11-15 years
ye year
year ars s
How long have you worked for this company? J j i j i j I
How long have you worked in this industry? j ii i j | I
How long have you worked in this function? J I j I i j | j
98
